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¢ Press the Raise Hand button. Please 
wait for the moderator to recognize you 
before unmuting yourself and speaking. 


¢ During the discussion of 
alignments, please share typed 
feedback in the Chat feature. Be sure to 
select To: Panelists and Attendees. 


Note: if you are not using the latest software of 
Zoom, you may have to click the Participants 
button to access the Raise Hand feature. 





Raise Hand 


Chat 
To: GIVEN 3 


| Type message here... 
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Please share only one question or comment at a 
time 

Use the “Q+A” button to submit a typed question or 
comment 


Press the “Raise Hand” button to share your 
question or comment verbally. Wait for the 
moderator to recognize and unmute you before 
speaking. 


If you have joined by phone only, you may “raise 
your hand” by pressing the star button and then nine 
(*9) 

After you speak, we will lower your hand and you will 
be muted to allow the team to respond and provide 
opportunities for others to participate 


Comments may also be sent to SLX@mbta.com. 


Raise Hand 





Chat is reserved for 
Working Group only 


Members of the public: 
please use the Q&A 
feature 
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OVA od eo) (=1e4 0) ee r-1K=) 


03 | Goals & Objectives/ 
Existing Conditions 


04 | Potential Alignments 
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06 | Next Steps 
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Alternatives Analysis 


Meeting Purpose 


Our goals for today’s meeting are to 
review existing conditions and 
discuss alignments to consider. 


Project Update 





Progress Since Our Last Meeting 


Since last month’s meeting, the Silver Line Extension team has: 
o Completed the Existing Conditions analysis 
o Defined the evaluation framework around draft Goals and Objectives 


o Identified preliminary route alignments for evaluation 


Project Schedule 
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¢ [Virtual] Public Meeting #1 (Tuesday, April 27) 
Project introduction and overview of existing conditions, draft 
evaluation framework, and initial concept alignments 
o Outreach will begin this week (website update, eblast, flyers, etc.) 
o Presentation followed by breakout groups to discuss concept alignments 
o Spanish interpretation will be provided; other interpreter services provided 

on request 

¢ Online Feedback Form and Interactive Map (Available Mid-April) 
o Feedback on draft project purpose, goals and objectives 
o Feedback on potential alignments to be considered 

¢ Ongoing Meetings 
With municipal officials and community stakeholders 


ma £0) (=\e] Oxolo)cellal-lilele 





¢ Wecontinue to coordinate with other related efforts and 
projects within the study area 
o Bus Network Redesign 
o MBIA Bus Facility Modernization Program 
o Wellington Circle Study 
o Sweetser Circle Study 
o McGrath Boulevard Project 


~ 


Bus Fleet and Facility Modernization Program 





¢ November 23, 2020: FMCB voted to authorize the procurement of 45 New 
Flyer sixty-foot buses to replace the existing dual-mode fleet 
o Anticipated to be delivered in 2022 


o The SLX team is analyzing the ability of the new fleet to serve any potential extension of 
the Silver Line 


o Withthe delivery of these buses the Southampton Maintenance Facility will be at capacity 


¢ Bus Facility Modernization Program is advancing design work and property 
acquisition to support modernization of the bus fleet and address capacity 
limitations 
o Additional storage and maintenance capacity will be required in order to expand the 
Silver Line Fleet 
o Early planning work underway for a new northside facility 
o The full facility plan is critical for electrification of the bus fleet 





Bus Network Redesign (BNRD) 


¢ Acomplete re-imagining of the MBTA's bus network to better reflect the travel 
needs of the region and create a more competitive bus service for current and 
future bus riders. 


¢ High Frequency Corridors, corridors with high travel demand made by transit 
critical populations that warrant high frequency service, will be identified in April 
2021 to begin discussions with municipal partners on potential future transit 
priority treatments 
¢ SLX will work with Bus Network Redesign team to identify opportunities for 
coordination on High Frequency Corridors as well as other improvements to 
the network Bus 
Network 
Redesign 


e of the Better Bus Project 
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Existing Conditions Analysis Purpose 


We do an Existing Conditions analysis for a few reasons 


o Wewant to make sure we understand how the system is used today so 
that our recommended changes are truly improvements 


o Sets the context of where our work is, in relation to all the work that has 
been done before 


o All the data we compile serves as a baseline for our future work 
" Creating alternatives 
# Evaluating alternatives 


« Making a recommendation on preferred alignment 





Project Purpose 


The purpose of the Silver Line Extension Alternatives Analysis is to assess the 
feasibility, utility, and cost of various alignment and service frequency options of 
an extension of the Silver Line, providing high quality transit from Chelsea 
through Everett and on to Somerville, Cambridge and/or Boston. 


Updated Project Need 





¢ This project's objective is to add transit service capacity and connectivity that 
will knit together Chelsea and Everett with nearby communities that are not 
currently well connected with high-quality transit. 
o Existing transit service is not competitive with driving for many types of trips being made to 
and from Chelsea and Everett. 
o Despite the lack of competitiveness, bus ridership in Chelsea and Everett during the 
pandemic has been more durable than in other communities. 
o Chelsea, Everett, Somerville, and Cambridge are experiencing rapid growth in housing 
and employmentin areas that are not currently well served by transit. 
o There are existing transit connections in Chelsea, Everett, and nearby communities that 
could be leveraged and improved into a high-quality cohesive network. 


Our Proposed Evaluation Process 





ITT 


OB 
000 
G00 
KOO 


Review a wide host of ideas 
and remove all those that 
don’t meet the project’s 
purpose 


Test different alignments Test best alignments as 
within each section complete route 


NOTE: Alignments shown 
above are illustrative, and not 
intended to represent any 
specific alignments! 





Screening Process 


¢ Asks a Set of simple YES or NO questions. 


¢ The questions are framed so that they do not require significant data collection or 
analysis to answer. 


¢ Screening criteria are based on existing or readily available data and may reflect 
regulatory or policy imperatives. 


¢ If the answer is NO to any of the questions the concept is considered infeasible 
and is removed from further consideration. 


¢ If the answer is YES to all the questions the concept is forwarded onto the Tier 1 
Evaluation. 


Screening Questions 
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For alignments within Chelsea and Everett: Does the concept either create new 
or improve existing transit connections between and/or within Chelsea and 
Everett? 


For alignments outside of Chelsea and Everett: Does the concept create new or 
improve existing transit via connecting Everett to the Orange Line, Somerville, 
Cambridge, and/or Boston? 


Does the concept serve the identified needs of transit-critical populations? 


Does the concept avoid displacing the dwellings of any transit-critical 
populations? 


Does the concept provide a relatively direct line of travel? 

Is this concept compatible with local plans and/or priorities? 

Is this concept feasible from an engineering perspective? 

Can the concept be permitted from an environmental perspective? 


SL - Extension 


Alternatives Analysis 


. Do these screening questions 


make sense to you? 
WORKING GROUP . Are there any that you would 


DISCUSSION recommend removing? 





Our Goal Areas 


The major themes that will guide our work 
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Expand Mobility Advance Equity Improve Safety Support Climate 
and Access Change 


Resilience and 


Sustainability 


Key Takeaways 








Everett and Chelsea have the demand and demographics to support 
high-frequency, high-capacity transit service 


Everett residents have less access to regional activity centers than 
residents in adjacent communities 


Existing transit network constraints and congestion play a role in that 
lack of access 


A Silver Line extension and other transit priority investments could help 
address the gap 
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2018 Composite Density 
Population and Employment 
Residents & jobs per acre 


2-10 


Existing Population and Jobs _} y ef ne e 1 


Communities in our study area have the 
density to support frequent, all-day 
transit service 


a Total (2018) Density (per Acre) 


Population 181,000 oul 


Jobs 138,000 176 


Excluding Downtown Boston and Logan Airport 
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Source: MAPC/CTPS Estimates, 2018 Population ¢ Job Dénsity 






Travel Flows — All Vehicle Trips 


Within the Inner Core, most trips from 
Everett and Chelsea are local 


¢ 44% of trips (auto and transit) begin 
and end in Chelsea or Everett 


¢ 27% Of trips end in Revere, East 
Boston, or Malden 


¢ Downtown (4%), Logan (2%), and 
Back Bay (1.5%) are top major 
business districts 


fe 
«yi Destinations of Vehicular 


tations. 





SO-o~6 an oe . ts ~ J 
Destinations of All Home-Based Vehicle 
Trips from Everett and Chelsea 






> Transit Trip Origins to 
and Destinations from 
Everett & Chelsea 


Travel Flows — Transit Trips 


Downtown is the top destination for Everett 
and Chelsea transit riders 


¢ 24% of transit trips from Everett and 
Chelsea end in Downtown 


¢ 23% begin and end in Everett and 
Chelsea 


¢ Other top employment centers are 
Back Bay (5%) and LMA (4%) 


¢ No data from SL3 due to free fares 


to or from Everett and Chelsea 


= Traveling via Transit from 
; Everett Square 
. AM Peak 











® Everett square 


Within 30 minutes 





Transit Access - Travel Time 


Within 45 minutes 





Within 60 minutes 


tations. 


Transit trips between major 
study area locations can take 
30 minutes or longer 


Bellingham Square Everett Square 


Bellingham Square Sullivan Square 


Glendale Square Kendall Square 


faTE'ST 


Everett Square Logan Airport (A) 


VUgs 


Source: MBTA Winter 2020 GTFS, Network Analyst Travel Times at 8am 


Transit Access — Travel Time 
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Traveling via Transit from ®) 
Bellingham Square ab | Sullivan Square 


AM Peak fi AM Peak 


Traveling via Transit from 
Kendall Square 
AM Peak 
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Within 30 minutes 
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Within 30 minutes, 
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Within 60 minutes Within 60 minutes Within 69 minutes 
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Transit Access to 
Everett Square 









® everett square 


HH direct Access 


Transit Access — Transfer 





Single Transfer 


Multiple Transfers 


Trips between major study area locations 
often require one or more transfers 


¢ Most Everett service ends at Orange Line 


EWN 


¢ No direct transit option between Chelsea and 
Kendall Square 


¢ Critical transit links operate infrequently 
o Route 112: every 40 min 
o CT2: every 20-30 min 
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Transit Access to (N) Transit Access to (ND) Transit Access to 
Bellingham Square F i Sullivan Square Kendall Square 
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Job Access 
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Everett 
residents can 
access fewer 
jobs within 45 
minutes by both 
car and transit 











NOTE: Differences inscale 









Job Accessibility by Auto vs. 

Ratio of Job Accessibility by 

Transit vs. Auto 

Job access within 45 minutes at peak 
High 
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Low > High 
Jobs accessible 





Job Access 
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transit vs.auto 
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Everett’s lack of quality transit access 
further reduces job accessibility 
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Maverick Square 
Davis Square 
Malden Center 


Glendale Square 





Jobs accessible within 


45 mins via auto 





Source: University of Minnesota Accessibility Observatory (2019) 


Bus Delays 





Buses are delayed by congestion on 
most primary corridors in study area 


¢ Preliminary top delay corridors 
o Broadway/Sweetser Circle 
o Broadway/Bellingham Square 
o McGrath Highway (near Washington Street) 
o North Washington Street 


¢ Planned or recently implemented transit 
priority on many of these corridors 
o Benefits not fully captured in Winter 2020 data 


Source: Winter 2020 MBTA APC/AVL Data 


Daily Passenger 
Minutes in Delay 
Median, Weekdays 
less than 250 mins 
wr 250 - 500 mins 
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Weekday Daily Passenger Delay (Median) 


Silver Line 3 





¢ Began operations in spring 2018 between 
South Station and Chelsea 


¢ Operates in the transit tunnel between South 
Station and Silver Line way 


¢ From Silver Line way to north of the Eastern 
Avenue Station it operates in mixed traffic 


¢ North of Eastern Avenue Station, the SL3 
operates in an exclusive busway 


¢ Travel times (average, not including bridge lifts) 
are: 


o Chelsea to Airport = 8 minutes 


o Chelsea to South Station = 35 minutes 


Routes 112 & 114 (@)---+ 


Route 111 @--L 


Routes 116 & 117 j)---- 


Route 112 & 
Logan Airport a om * 
Employee Shuttle | 
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mo AIRPORT 
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Silver Line 3 





¢ Operations begin at 
o Weekdays 5:00AM — 1:00AM 
o Saturdays 5:30AM — 1:00AM 
o Sundays 6:30AM — 1:00AM 


¢ Rely on a fleet of 60’ articulated diesel- 
electric buses 


¢ Seated capacity of 47 passengers 





Silver Line 3 





¢ Major constraints with the SL3 include: 


o Chelsea Street Bridge — a vertical- 
lift bridge that can cause delays of up to 30 
minutes for the SL3 


o Ted Williams Tunnel Congestion — SL 
buses use general purpose lanes through 
the Ted Williams Tunnel and experience 
heavy traffic congestion on a regular basis 


o Seaport Circulation — SL3 buses operates 
on acircuitous route in the Seaport with _ 
frequent crossings that add to route delays J 


o D Street Intersection — at D Street, buses 
wait at a signal to transition from the transit 
tunnel 





Advance Equity 



















1 dot = 25 people 
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© White (Not Hispanic) 


IBTA Rapid Transit META 
Stations 


Study area has more “transit critical” 
residents than the Inner Core overall, but 
with significant community variation 
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The study area 
shows very high 
levels of 
households where 
the percentage of 
people born 
outside the U.S. is 
higher than 50%, 
and where 
households have 
fewer vehicles at 
home than 
workers 
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There are several 
concentrations 
where over 60% of 
households hold 
incomes under 
$45,000/year and 
where less than a 
quarter of 
households have a 
bachelors degree 
or higher 





Population Living in 

Households with an 

Income Under $45,000 
0- 15% 
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Educa tional Achievem 





Educational Achievement 
Percentage of people who earned a 
Bachelors De: 






Bus Ridership During Pandemic 





Everett and Chelsea have had amongst the fastest ridership recovery in 
the MBTA network from pandemic lows 


Ridership Change During Pandemic 


¢ Six of the top fifteen routes in terms 
of ridership recovery serve Everett 
and/or Chelsea 


¢ Systemwide Bus Ridership = 
47.2% of early 2020 ridership 





-100,0% 


¢ Everett/Chelsea = 63.5% of early REEL IES TT. 
2020 ridership water arab ce 





Week of 03/11/2020 vs 03/08/21 





Bus Ridership — Time of Day 


Everett and Chelsea bus riders are more 
likely to travel during off peak periods 


¢ This map shows a ratio of Off Peak to Peak 
bus boardings 


¢ Anything higher than a 1.0 would show more 
boardings in the Off Peak 


¢ These are shown in the map as circles 
(boardings) in yellow, orange, and red 


Source: Winter 2020 Ridership 
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Transit Propensity 





ap : . premmrse 2 
Bus Commuters bun a ‘ i Pes wal > Transit Prop 
ole who take fs " a "5 KER 








o- 9 


O05 poo ® / Sea ae : ‘ 
ars ae © /& Ps Poe] aaa, @ / eo ee 
aD a @ ns Peewee. Sz Es. z 4 f ; Oe. 


Current Bus.Commuters Current Transit-Commuters Transit Propensity Factor (all trips) 


Improve Safety 










Roadway Network 


Study area roadways are constrained and 
congested 


¢ Most arterials in the study area have two 
travel lanes, 25-50 feet curb-to-curb 


¢ Several regional roadways are wider, but 
also have high traffic volumes 


‘ 
Bike Facilities, Trails 
and Pathways 






Gaps in Bicycle Network 


Study area has a growing local and 
regional bicycle network 


¢ New bicycle infrastructure on several major 
arterials in study area 


¢ Major investments in Northern Strand and 
Community Path 


¢ Major gaps remain and most local arterials 
lack bicycle infrastructure 


Street Intersection Density 
Intersections per acre 






Pedestrian Network 


Study area has significant barriers for 
pedestrians 


¢ Residential neighborhoods have walkable, 
connected street networks 


¢ Numerous major barriers: 


o Disconnected commercial/industrial districts, like 
the Commercial Triangle and Inner Belt 


o Major arterials, like Revere Beach Parkway and 
McGrath Highway 


o Commuter rail right-of-ways 
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¢ High crash clusters include: 
o Along Route 16 
o Wellingtonarea 
o Assembly Area 
¢ Additional bike crash clusters 
o Route 28 
o Lower Broadway 
o Kendall area 
o Charles River Dam Road 
¢ Additional pedestrian crash clusters 
o Washington Street corridor 
o Kendall area 
o Charles River Dam Road 


High Crash Clusters 


@ = HSIP Cluster 2015-2017 


@ Top intersection Crash Cluster 
2015-2017 


@ = HSIP Bicycle Crash Cluster 
2008-2017 


© HSIP Pedestrian Crash Cluster 
2008-2017 


Support Climate 
Change Resilience and 
Sustainability 





__ = Transit Commuters 
| Percentage of people who take bus 
ferry, rail, or rapid transit to work 
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More people in Everett and Chelsea 
commute by car 


East Boston Charlestown/Cambridge/ Chelsea/Everett 
Somerville 
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Flood Zones 
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Greatest environmental risk in study 
area comes from flooding 


¢ Portions of Everett and Boston lie within 
100-year flood zones 


¢ Sections within Medford and Somerville 
lie within 500-year flood zones 


¢ Drainage issue near MBTA Newburyport 
commuter rail line causes localized 
flooding in storm events 





Sea Level Rise Impact 


= 

Sea Level Rise = 
-m 
ta 
Sea level rise could pose a risk of = 


increased future flooding near potential 
extension alignments 






¢ Sections of the study area pose some 
risk of sea level rise impact 


o Assembly vicinity 
o Lower Broadway vicinity 


o Sullivan Square vicinity 
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Much of the study area — Everett, Chelsea, and Boston in particular — sees far 
higher rates of asthma hospitalizations than the statewide average. Asthma 
hospitalizations can be triggered by environmental pollutants including air 
pollution 


Asthma Emergency Room Visits by Community AER Emer RoR YEA by Coca, Asthma Emergency Room Visits by Community Asthma Emergency Room Visits by C 


Somerville ¥] [Emergency Room Visits |v Cambridge 7] emergency Room Visis iey 


Chelsea | [Emergency Room Visits |v 
100.0 100.0 


100.0 


Boston | |Emergency Room Visits |v 


Age Adjusted Rate per 10,000 


Age Adjusted Rate per 10,000 
Age Adjusted Rate per 10,000 


Year 
Cambridge BB statewide 


2007 «2009» 2011-2013 2016 














Source: Massachusetts Environmental Public Health Tracking Tool 
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+» 2040 Population Density 
Residents per acre 
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¢ Future population numbers look at i SNe | - le 
o Land use patterns 
o Development 


o Zoning 


¢ Population density anticipated to be very 


high within core parts of the study area 


¢ Augmenting these numbers with what is 


known from development pipeline 
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Jobs per acre 
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tions 


¢ Future employment numbers look at 





o Land use patterns 
o Development 


o Zoning 


¢ Employment density anticipated to be very 


high within core parts of the study area 


¢ Augmenting these numbers with what is 


known from development pipeline 
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Anticipated Composite Density (2040) 
¢ Composite density considers both 
population and employment 


¢ Composite density is a measure of how 
much activity happens within a given 


area 


¢ Levels are very high throughout our 


study area 


Wg 2040 Composite Density 


Population and Employment 
Residents & jobs per acre 

2-10 

10-15 


15-30 





SL - Extension 


Alternatives Analysis 


. What do you find most compelling 
from this analysis? 

WORKING GROUP . Are you surprised by any of 

DISCUSSION these findings? 

. In your opinion, is there anything 
that we should have looked at, but 


is missing? 
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Our Proposed Evaluation Process 





TT i 





OB 
O00 
G00 
ROO 


Test different alignments Test best alignments as 
within each section complete route 


Review a wide host of ideas 
and remove all those that 
don’t meet the project's 
purpose NOTE: Alignments shown 
above are illustrative, and not 
la =, intended to represent any 

| We Are Here , specific alignments! 
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¢ Study team identified a universe of potential alignments based on the 


existing conditions analysis, stakeholder discussions, and past studies 
¢ Alignments will be refined in collaboration with stakeholders and the public 
¢ Not all alignments shown today will pass through the “Screening” process 


¢ Alignment segments may be combined in different ways as we determine 
what Alternatives should advance and ultimately select the final Locally 


Preferred Alternative 


Code Name 


Potential Alignments: Section 1 





Description 
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1A Rail ROW to2™to Chelsea Station— Rail ROW — 2" Street — 
Route 16 Route 16 — Sweetser Circle 
Preferred Alignment from Lower Mystic Study 
1B Spruce Street/2"4 Chelsea Station— Everett Avenue — Spruce 
Street Street 
IG Rail Right of Way Rail ROW — Sweetser Circle 
1D 2d Street/ Spring Spring Street - Chelsea Street — Broadway — 
Street Option Sweetser Circle 
1E Everett Avenue / Chelsea Station — Everett Avenue — Route 16 — 
Route 16 Sweetser Circle 
NOTE: Route 16 Study Forthcoming 
1F Continue on 2" Chelsea Station— Rail ROW — 24 Street — 
Option Broadway — Sweetser Circle 
1G Upper Broadway Glendale Square — Broadway — Sweetser Circle 


NOTE: The City of Everett is leading a study at Sweetser Circle currently Underway 





=x LMRWG alignment 
«««= Other potential alignments 
























1G: Upper Broadway _ * 


1D: 2nd St/ 
1F: Continue © Springst . 
y . e ge 


on2nd 


ROW to 2nd i, Route 16 KS 
\ f° Route 16 Hy D 
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1B: Spruce St/ ®  .3 
og 

2nd Street 





~ Draft for the purposes of discussion only 
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Potential Alignments: Section 2 





Section 2: Everett to Orange Line 





Code Name Description 


/ mam LMRWG alignment 
anne Dihier polenta! alignments 





2A Lower Broadway Sweetser Circle— Lower Broadway — 
Sullivan Square 
Preferred Alignmentfrom Lower Mystic 

































Study 
2B Rail Right of Sweetser Circle — Rail ROW-— Lower ® * quae! ! 
Way to Lower Broadway — Sullivan Square : ‘_ Tene? “Scree aint 
Broadway 3 fa] weunleron 0 0@ 0.8 — 
4 | 2D: Rail ROW . . 
2C Route 16 Sweetser Circle— Revere Beach Parkway—- Pere J eer tPrcze ove 
Wellington A) Ae 
‘ : ic e/ * $ 
‘ , 2A: Lower 
“> Broad 
2D _— RailROWto Rail Rail ROW — New Bridge— New Alignment — ee 
Bridge Sullivan Square 
2B: Rail ROW to 


NOTE: Concerns about feasibility 


Lower Broadway 
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Draft for the purposes ofdiscussion only 4 ee ALT 


Potential Alignments: Section 3 


Section 3: Orange 





Name Description : Line to Kendall 
3A Inner Belt Sullivan Square — Washington — Inner Belt Road — McGrath — 2 ws: se 
Lechmere — First Street — Binney Street — Third Street — Kendall ¢ mem LMRWGalignment 
Square ., 





Preferred Alignment from Lower Mystic Study 








S % 
NOTE: Concerns about feasibility cae & 
3B Fellsway / McGrath Wellington — Fellsway — McGrath — Lechmere — First Street — f f * 2\ fates 
i B 2 pe ab kellsway ss = © 3H: Assembly 
Binney Street — Third Street — Kendall Square He Wes bs "Wl Bption \F" 














3C Washington /McGrath — Sullivan Square — Washington — East Somerville — McGrath — hs | ® 
Lechmere — First Street — Binney Street — Third Street — Kendall Re be 
Square 

3D Rutherford / Gilmore Sullivan Square — Rutherford Avenue — Gilmore Bridge — Charles 


River Dam Road — Lechmere — First Street — Binney Street — Third 
Street — Kendall Square 


3E Grand Junction Option (From McGrath) — Grand Junction Line — Binney Street — Kendall 
Square 
NOTE: Concerns about feasibility 





SF Land Blvd Option (From Lechmere) — Charles River Dam Road — Land Boulevard — 
Binney Street — Third Street — Kendall Square 





3G Binney Street Option (From Third Street) — Binney Street — Broadway — Kendall Square 
NOTE: Concerns about feasibility 





3H Assembly Option Wellington — Grand Union — Sullivan — Washington (continues é eae! ge 
alignment of 3A) eee, 
NOTE: Concerns about feasibility 


. BOWDOIN 


0 es'of discussi 








Potential Alignments: Section 4 















Code Name Description 


mm LMRWG alignment 




















4A Rutherford to Sullivan Square — Rutherford Avenue — * Other potential dl 
North Station Washington Street— North Station § ~~ op es 
Preferred Alignmentfrom Lower Mystic ‘ . 
Study me = 
4B Lechmere to Lechmere — Charles River Dam Road — =< ; é 
North Station Marth Street — North Station— Nashua 3 fea, *, A 
Street ada SEE ER ety 
4 = @ 
4C Connection to (From Washington Street Bridge) — p 
Haymarket Washington Street — Haymarket 
Option (from the 
east) : 
: ; ; Ad fly 
4D Connection to (From Washington Street or North Station) — i Ey ey ae 
Haymarket (from Merrimac Street — Haymarket ae © 4B: Lechmere to 4 fe Arnectionts 
the west) f - BINNEY sy North Station e Haymarket, 
@(east) 






@ 
4D: Connection 


to Haymarket 


SFELOWeRiogs CHARLESIMGH (yest) BGWDOIN' 
‘CAMBRIDGE ST ©. 





KENDALLIMIT, 





DOWNTOWN 
NcROSSING 
~ 


SL - Extension 


Alternatives Analysis 


. Are these the right set of 
alignments to be looking at? 

WORKING GROUP . Is there anything that needs to be 

DISCUSSION added? 

. Does this discussion trigger any 
additional thoughts or ideas on the 


evaluation process? 





Alternatives Analysis 


aU l0)|(om@xe)aalaatsiall 








sable) {(om@xe)anlant=ial' 


Please share only one question or comment at a 
time 

Use the “Q+A” button to submit a typed question or 
comment 


Press the “Raise Hand” button to share your 
question or comment verbally. Wait for the 
moderator to recognize and unmute you before 


speaking. Chat is reserved for 
lf you have joined by phone only, you may “raise Working Group only 
on hand” by pressing the star button and then nine 

After you speak, we will lower your hand and you will 

be muted to allow the team to respond and provide 

opportunities for others to participate 


Raise Hand 





Comments may also be sent to SLX@mbta.com. 





D)tsXerersssylela 





SL - Extension 


Alternatives Analysis 


Do you have any additional thoughts 


WORKING GROUP and comments about the things we 


DISCUSSION 


discussed today? 





Project Schedule 


Task_| Description SSeS eer 











F | Project Management SE == 
| Public & Stakeholder 
Engagement we 7 oe Les sas oe * 
Goals & Objectives, = es Ee 
Study Area x, Public and 
I Existing Conditions & areal sali 
Future No-Build —_—_—_—_—_——?t Meetings 
Conditions Public Information 
Meetings 
— Definition of Alternatives o---—_—9 





isa Alternatives Analysis \— i) 


Ss 





Project Report 


is Environmental Notification Yn em 
— Form (ENF) We Are Here 


Next Steps 





Between Now and our Next Meeting we Intend To: 
¢ Hold our First Public Meeting 
¢ Refine the Alignments to be Studied 


¢ Begin the Evaluation of Alignments (Tier 1) 


wemassDOT 


Office of Transportation Planning 


Alternatives Analysis 


THANK YOU! 


For questions and comments 
mm, massDOT please email slx@mbta.com 


aS 


